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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. The declaration filed on 12/25/05 under 37 CFR 1.131 has been considered but is 
ineffective to overcome the USP 6,360,257 and USP 6,535,493 references because the evidence 
submitted is insufficient to establish conception and diligence before the filling date of the 
references. 

2. The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish a conception of the invention prior to 
the effective date of the USP 6,360,257 and USP 6,535,493 references. While conception is the 
mental part of the inventive act, it must be capable of proof, such as by demonstrative evidence 
or by a complete disclosure to another. Conception is more than a vague idea of how to solve a 
problem. The requisite means themselves and their interaction must also be comprehended. See 
Mergenthaler v. Scudder, 1897 CD. 724, 81 O.G. 1417 (D.C. Cir. 1897). The applicant is 
required to give a clear explanation of the exhibits pointing out exactly what facts are established 
and relied on. See MPEP 715.07. In the present declaration, the applicant refers to Exhibit A but 
it is unclear what portions of the Exhibit A is related to the claims 32 and 37. Each document 
submitted as evidence should be discussed so that each document's relation to a conception of the 
invention is clearly set forth as the limitations of claims 32 and 37. The present declaration 
states that Exhibit A describes the invention as claims 32 and 37, but the present declaration does 
not point out where the limitations of claims 32 and 37 are recited in the Exhibit A. Therefore, 
the conception cannot be established. 

3. The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish diligence from a date prior to the date 
of reduction to practice of the USP 6,360,257 and USP 6,535,493 references to either a 
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constructive reduction to practice or an actual reduction to practice. Where conception occurs 
prior to the date of the references, but reduction to practice is afterward, it is not enough merely 
to allege that the applicant or patent owner had been diligent. Rather, the applicant must show 
evidence of facts establishing diligence. See MPEP 715.07(a). Furthermore, it is noted that 
neither the present declaration nor the supporting documents contain any dates that would allow 
for the establishment of diligence. It is impossible to establish a diligence since the exhibit A 
does not set forth what pieces of the evidence the applicant was developing at what times. 
Therefore, it is impossible to construct a time line from the conception to constructive reduction 
to practice that shows whether or not the applicant was diligent at a given time or times on the 
timeline based on the Exhibit A. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spaur (USP 
5732074) in view of Rydberg (USP 6360257). 

Regarding claims 32, Spaur '074 discloses a system for transferring data between a 
vehicle and a data exchange site comprising a communication unit located onboard the vehicle to 
collect operation data from the selected components of the vehicle and to exchanging the data 
with the data site (Fig 1, Ref 10, col. 8, line 10 to col. 11, lines 30). However, Spaur '074 fails to 
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disclose the mobile transmits the collected data to the data site by SNMP. However, in the same 
field of endeavor, Rydberg discloses disclose the mobile transmits the collected data to the data 
site by SNMP (See Fig 3-6 discloses the host and mobile for exchanging data by SNMP, Col. 3, 
line 2-15,50-58). 

Since, Spaur suggests that a central site manages a vehicle by using Internet protocol for 
conveying the data between them. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention was made to apply SNMP for using to conveying data 
between the mobile and host as disclosed by Rydberg's method and system. The motivation 
would have been to reduce the cost of the system. 

Regarding claims 33-34, Spaur' 074 and Rydberg fail to disclose the claimed invention 
such as a data site is a neighboring vehicle; exchanging discovery signals with the neighboring 
and status data with selected ones of the neighboring vehicles. However, the examiner takes an 
official notice that the advantage of using a data site is a neighboring vehicle; exchanging 
discovery signals with the neighboring and status data with selected ones of the neighboring 
vehicles are well known and expected in the art. Therefore, It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement a data site is another vehicle; exchanging discovery and 
status with another vehicle because it's well known and expected in the art at the time of 
invention was made in order to exchange data with another node for detecting a neighbor station 
for establishing a routing table. 

6. Claims 51-54 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spaur' 074 and 
Rydberg as applied to claim 32 above, and further in view of Lee (USP 6535493). 
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Regarding claims 51-54, Spaur' 074 and Rydberg fail to disclose the mobile and data site 
are coupled to a 802.1 1 interfaces in order to form a data link between them by using 802.1 1 
protocol wherein the mobile has IPv6 address. In the same field of endeavor, Lee discloses a 
mobile unit (Fig 1, Ref 100) and data site (Fig 1, Ref 104, access point coupled to host 112) 
coupled to the 802. 1 1 interfaces to from a data link using 802. 1 1 protocol wherein the mobile has 
IPv6 address (Col. 5, lines 1-26 and col. 10, lines 43-46). 

Since, Spaur suggests an Ethernet and mobile IP. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to apply a mobile and 
access point 802.1 1 as disclosed by Lee's method and system into the method and system of 
Spaur' 074 and Rydberg. The motivation would have been to reduce the cost of the system. 
7. Claim 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spaur (USP 
5732074) in view of Rydberg (USP 6360257) and Lee (USP 6535493). 

Regarding claims 37, Spaur '074 discloses (Figs 1-4 and col. 1, line 10 to col. 14, line 38) 
a system for transferring data between a vehicle and a data exchange site comprising a 
communication unit located onboard the vehicle to collect operation data from the selected 
components of the vehicle and to exchanging the data with the data site (Fig 1, Ref 10, col. 8, 
line 10 to col. 11, lines 30). However, Spaur '074 fails to disclose a communication unit is 
802.1 1 and an 802.1 1 access point acts as a router and foreign agent for communication unit and 
interface to a wireline network in order to route the data between the mobile and data site by 
SNMP. However, in the same field of endeavor, Lee discloses a communication unit is 802.1 1 
(Fig 1, Ref 100) and an 802.1 1 access point acts as a router and foreign agent (Fig 1, Ref 104) 
for communication unit and interface to a wire line network (Fig 1, Ref 1 10) in order to route the 
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data between the mobile and data site (Fig 1, Ref 112; Col. 5, lines 1-26 and col. 10, lines 43- 
46). However, Spaur and Lee do not disclose the mobile transmits the collected data to the data 
site by SNMP. However, in the same field of endeavor, Rydberg discloses disclose the mobile 
transmits the collected data to the data site by SNMP (See Fig 3-6 discloses the host and mobile 
for exchanging data by SNMP, Col. 3, line 2-15, 50-58). 

Since, Spaur suggests an Ethernet and mobile IP. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to apply a method for 
exchanging the data between the mobile and data site by using SNMP as disclosed Rydberg into 
Lee's method and system which discloses a mobile and access point comprising 802.1 1 interface 
into Spaur's '074 system. The motivation would have been to reduce the cost of the system. 

Regarding claims 38-39, Spaur' 074, Lee and Rydberg fail to disclose the claimed 
invention such as a data site is a regulatory agency or another vehicle. However, the examiner 
takes an official notice that the advantage of using a data site is a neighboring vehicle and 
regulatory agency are well known and expected in the art. Therefore, It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a data site as a regulatory agency or another 
vehicle because it's well known and expected in the art at the time of invention was made in 
order to exchange data with another node. 

8. Claims 47-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spaur' 074, 
Lee and Rydberg as applied to claim 37 above, and further in view of Spaur (USP 6122514). 

Spaur' 074, Lee and Rydberg fail to disclose the claimed invention. However, Spaur 
'514 discloses a system for transferring data between the vehicle and another exchange data site 
comprising a pair of data links (Fig 1, the device has links for transferring data, Ref 34) and 
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transferring on the data link having a least impedance (Fig 1, Ref 64) by a measuring the 
impedance of the links (Fig 1, Ref 50 for monitoring the links to the least cost channel; See Fig 3 
and 4) and fixed network comprises the access points and data link joins mobile node with an 
access point (Fig 1); links including a wireless, satellite such as spread spectrum band (Col. 6, 
lines 30-48). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to apply a method and system for measuring the link in order to determine 
the least cost routing between the links as disclosed by Spaur '514 into the system of Spaur' 074, 
Lee and Rydberg. The motivation would have been to reduce the cost of transferring data. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven HD Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3159. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wellington Chin can be reached on (571) 272-3134. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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